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A contract for a stoa by the southern wall of the sanctuary at ας. ώς dated to 285/4, à 

traditionally been used as the terminus ante quem for the sia dies of E a tom the Macedonians by 
Demochares.! Here is its text, with critical apparatus and epigraphical commentary: 


΄ 


a θ 8 ο i 
τάδε ἐμισθώθη ἐπὶ Διοτίμου ἄρχοντος Μουνιχιῶνος τετράδι ΣΤΟΙ͂Χ. 49 
ἱσταμένου: Ἐλευσῖνι ἐν τῶι ἱερῶι παρὰ τὸ νότιον τεῖχος τὸ τοῦ 
ἱεροῦ, ἀρξάμενον ἀπὸ τοῦ ἐστρωμένου ὃ τοῖς κίοσιν ἔστρωται. 

5. τοῖς προσθίοις, τάφρον ὀρύξαι πλάτος ὀκτὼ ποδῶν, μῆκος τριά- 

κοντα ποδῶν, βάθος μέχρι τοῦ στερίφου, καὶ ἐκφορήσαντα τὴν γ- 
ἣν ἔξω τοῦ ἱεροῦ εἰς τὸ θέατρον τὸ ἐπὶ τοῦ σταδίου τιθέναι το- 
ὺς λίθους τῆς μαλακῆς πέτρας, προσεπιτέµνοντα οὗ ἂν ἦι πέτρ- 
a, συντιθέντα τοὺς ἁρμοὺς στερίφους ἁρμόττοντας πανταχῆι. 

10 μῆκος τετράποδας, πλάτος δίποδας, πάχος τριημιποδίς:. 
ἐπεργάζεσθαι κατὰ τὸν στοῖχον ἕκαστον διανεκῆ: ἐπὶ òi. 
ov τιθέναι καταληπτῆρας μῆκος τετράποδας, πλάτος απ.) 
ποδίους, πάχος πεντεπαλάστος τῶν ἐκ τῆς στοᾶς kahua 
ov ἐξεργασάμενο«-ν» ὀρθοὺς καὶ εὐγωνίους πανταχῆι Kei τοῦς ἆ- 

15 ρμοὺς ποιήσαντα ἐπὶ ἡμιπόδιον συντιθέναι ἀθραύστους καὶ 
ἁρμόττοντας πανταχῆι καὶ ἐπεργασάμενον ὀρθὰ καὶ εὐτενῆ. ” 
μισθωτὴς Ἀντίμαχος Νεοκλείδου Κηφισιεὺς :γ{||:"ΗΗΗΗ””» 
ἐγγυητὴς Νικόστρατος Ἀρεσίου Πειραιεύς, '''"" στῆσαι τοὺς κί- 
ονας τοὺς λιθίνους τοὺς νῦν ὑποκειμένους ὑπὸ τῆι στοᾶι, κατὰ τ- 

20 αὐτὰ προσεξεργασαμένους σφόνδυλον ἑκάστωι τῶι κίονι τὸν ἐ[κ βάσ]- 
εως ὕψος δίποδα, τὴν αὐτὴν ἐργασίαν τῶι κίονι: AF | : μισ[θωτὴς Κράτ]- 
ης Παμφίλου Λε[υκονοιε]ὺς..... ἐ]γγυητὴς Ἐπικ[ράτης Κράτητος Λε]- 

ο κκ κα ο σος μμ. ] 


b στερεός mas JOE rores TO ἐπιτόναια 
ρα ΜΕ OMI καὶ δορῶσαι καὶ] κεραμῶσαι κατὰ τὰ γεγραμμένα vac. 
PAS ca20 i, ἐπ]ιστύλια :AA TI : ἀριθμὸς ἐπιτοναίων, ὧν δε - 


[1 ξυλίνων ἐξεργάσασθ]αι ἐγ δυοῖν τετραγώνοιν ἕκαστον : F νας. 
[σφηκίσκους καὶ ἱμάν]τας καὶ καλύμματα ‘AAI: ταῦτα ὁ μισθωσάμε- 
νος [παρέξει..... ] \ καὶ κόλλαν ὠμοβόϊον καὶ τἆλλα ὧν ἂν δέηι πρὸ- 
60 στὴν ἐργ[ασίαν: καὶ τὴν ἔρ]εψιν καὶ τὴν ἀλιφὴν τῶν ξύλων καὶ τὴν 
δόρωσιν [καὶ κεράμωσιν π]λὴν κεράμου ἀποδώσει ἐξεργασάμενος 
ἐπὶ Διοτίμου [ἄρχοντος Μο]υνιχιῶνι καὶ Θαργηλιῶνι καὶ Σκιροφοριῶ: 
μισθωτὴς Ἀγασ[ικλῆς... .““5,,, ο]υς Ἁλαιεὺς XX: ἐγγυηταὶ : Χαρίας 
Πειθίου Φρεάρρι[ος,..,. «8 | Καλ]λικλέους Ἁλαιούς, s 


! Cf, W, 5, Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (191 1) 145 n. 4; T. L, Shear, Jr., K 
B.C., Hesperia Suppl. 17 (1978) 85 and n. 233, with further bibliography; Ch, H 
Athens im 3. Jahrhundert v. Chr. (1979) 25 n. 25; but see now id., Athens from Ak 

’ The document is now |, Eleusis 141, in my edition of Eleusinian inscriptior 
Society at Athens; this edition will repeat much of the discussion that appears here. Previous editions: frag. a, D. Philios, AM 19, 
1894, 179-186; U. Koehler, /G Η 5 1054d; C, Michel, Recueil d’ inscriptions &recques (1900) 578: W l Dittenberger, SIG? 538, SIG 
970; H. Lattermann, Klio 6, 1906, 140-168, 331 (with German translation): frag, b, K. Roumie Delt 8. 1923, 270; a + b) 
Kirchner, JG I 1682. Significant discussion: A. Skias, Prakt 1895, 175 176; B. Keil, AM 20. 1895. Al η. 2: SEG MI 14 f 
Kourouniotis, ADelt 9, 1924-25, 109-110; F, Noack, Eleusis, die baugesehi 'htliche Entwicklung des Heiligtums (1927) 216-2173" 
A. Pantos, AEphem 1973, 187-188. t 
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Restorations 
1-23 Philios 54-64 Kourouniotis 20 fin, Dittenberger 21 fin, 22 init, Kirehner 22 fin. Latt. 
Επικ[ράτης Παμφίλου Kourouniotis 55 imit. Preuner apud Kirchner 56-57 δεῖ Preuner, Hiller apud 
Kirchner 57, 58 init, Preuner apud Kirchner ἱμάν]τας Hondius, SEG 59 Preuner apud Kirchner 
ota Preuner 60 Croenert, SEG 61 init, Preuner apud Kirchner π]λήν Croenert, SEG 68 init 
inton, 


Epigraphical Commentary 

The first line is written on the molding. 

Line 10 breaks the stoichedon order in the first part of the line, Stoichedon order is then 
maintained again in lines 11-16, but it begins to break down from line 17 on; in lines 54-64 it is not 
maintained, 

There is a gap of 0.208 m. between fragments a and b as restored in plaster, Since the restoration 
respects the stele’s diminution from bottom to top, this measurement ought to be quite accurate. 
Dividing it by the height of the stoichos yields a lacuna of approximately 30 lines, 

Line 14: ΕΞΕΡΓΑΣΑΜΕΝΟΣ lapis. 

Line 17: Each interpunct takes up a whole space. 

Line 22: I was unable to read the last epsilon of the first demotic. 

Line 59: At the right edge of the lacuna the bottom tip of an oblique stroke appears. 

Line 63: At the left edge of the lacuna: the lower two strokes of sigma. 


Philios identified the archon whose name dates the document with the Diotimos who served as archon m 
the 280°s and who is now dated to 285/4. Koehler, on the contrary, believed that he must rather be the 
Diotimos who served nearly 70 years earlier, in 354/3. He pointed out, “Around the year 286 Athens was not 
in such shape that you would imagine that public building projects were undertaken at Eleusis or 


elsewhere.” This argument, accepted only by Dittenberger, concerning the inability of Athens to undertake 
such a building project around 286, has not been adequately addressed by subsequent scholars. Lattermann 


essentially ignored it and decided in favo! ο) the later date, which has since been accepted.“ But there are 
very good arguments for the earlier d ` «toeh I shall return. Recently Andrea Jérdens has independently 
come to the same conclusion about th te, using some of the same arguments.” 

Setting aside for a moment the quc: - ‘=c date, the document does not seem to provide a secure basis 
for a terminus ante quem for the νότο νο ot the Macedonians from Eleusis. The Macedonians garrisoning 


Eleusis occupied the fort, not the sanctuary, and would presumably have respected the sanctuary’s 
inviolability. They would, after all, only need to enter it in moments of crisis, i.e. in order to man its walls 
when the whole φρούριον was under attack. Although the peribolos wall of the sanctuary was a continuation 
of the circuit wall of the fort, the sanctuary was separated from the fort, so far as we can tell, by walls, which 
must have served to indicate the limits of the soldiers’ normal activities.° Within the sanctuary only mitiands 
and initiates were ordinarily admitted, and the sanctity of this rule was legendary. There seems to be no 
reason for the Macedonians to have prevented the Athenians from maintaining the sanctuary and 
constructing new buildings. The presence of the Macedonians in the neighboring fort might have tended to 
discourage construction within the sanctuary, but we need not assume that it prevented it, We have no 
evidence that the Macedonian garrison interfered with the celebration of the Mysteries or any other 
Eleusinian festival. A document such as this, therefore, would not be a definitive sign that the φρούριον of 
Eleusis w í acedonians. 

The sib ο... more applicable to the second document that has suggested to scholars the 
absence of the Macedonian garrison in the late 2805, viz, the decree of 283/2 honoring τμ Aa 
among other things, instituting in the year 284/3 an additional contest for Demeter and Kore, a, « 
the Eleusinia in Eleusis (/Ω II’ 657.43 45): these contests were not held within the sanctuary but outside it, 
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? IG I 5 1054¢: “ circa annum 286 non ea fuit reipublicae Atheniensium condicio, ut opera publica Eleusine aut alibi confecta 


esse tibi persuadeas.” 

Lattermann (supra n. 2). 

Klio B1, 1999, 359-391. s 
On the walls, see G, E. Mylonas, Eleusis and the Eleusinian 
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impoverishment of the city and the constant necessi Ke | 
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(Dr 400. line 17) and the roof (Dr 2000, line 63); in addition, there is a lacuna of five spaces in line 22 which 
contained the cost of work on sixteen column drums. The missing lines 24-53 contained the expenses for 
setting up the columns, placing the capitals and perhaps also their manufacture, and any work on interior 
walls. The total cost is impossible to determine, but a figure in the vicinity of one talent might not be far 
from the mark. It is a bit hard to believe that Athens would have undertaken a project such as this at a time 


h hrn 


when funds were desperately needed to supply the city with su: si¢ necessities as grain, especially since 
this stoa could hardly be conceived as essential to the functionin: +" the Eleusinian sanctuary. If we consider 
how the Athenians were treating the center of Athens, it is strik «> st in the Athenian Agora no significant 
construction can be dated to the third century." 

We should therefore reconsider whether there is any impediment to assigning this document to the 
archonship of the earlier Diotimos, viz. the year 354/3, a time when construction had recently taken place 
within the sanctuary and more was being planned."' 

Lattermann rejected the earlier Diotimos on the grounds that this stoa built by the Southern Wall could 
not have been built before the middle of the fourth century, since the southern extension of the sanctuary 
with the Southern Wall was not added until the second half of the fourth century, probably ca. 230. As this 
objection was obviously fundamental, it only remained for him to see whether the other data in this 
document were in harmony with it; and indeed he found that the prosopographical information and linguistic 
features offered no impediment. The excavations of the 193075, however, revealed that the southem 
extension of the sanctuary and the Southern Wall were definitely added to ΠΡΙ sanctuary in the first half of 
the fourth century, i.e. before the decree concerning the Sacred ο 2 naé ding 
to George Mylonas, ca. 370-360." The archit acted Orgas (IG II" 204) and most likely, αοοοτῶτ 
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Macedonians at Eleusis in the early third century 79 
| Lattermann and earlier editors noticed certain similarities in phrasing with /G I? 1666, a document which 
ἃ probably to be dated shortly before 352/1; Lattermann explained them by assuming that the document that 
we are discussing, /Ο II” 1682, was modelled on 1666. The similar phrases are tite narkar 
κοντα ποδῶν, βάθος μέχρι τοῦ στερί 
ἣν ἔξω τοῦ ἱεροῦ εἰς τὸ θέατρον 


; ` 
ὺς λίθους τῆς μαλακῆς πέτ pate 


Pov, καὶ ἐκφορήσαντα τὴν γ- 
ΗΝ A " ων 
τὸ ἐπὶ τοῦ σταδίου τιθέναι το- 

> προσεπιτέµνοντα οὗ ἂν ἦι πέτρ- 


5 4. r oi $ , 
q, σὺν τιθέν τα τοὺς ἁρμοὺς στερίφους ἁρμόττοντας πανταχῆι. 
[0 μῆκος τετράποδας, πλάτος δίποδας, πάχος τριημιποδίους,, καὶ 
.... Pa 2 \ a ? 
ἐπεργάζεσθαι κατὰ τὸν στοῖγον ἕκαστον διανεκῇ: ἐπὶ δὲ τούτ- 


ων τιθέναι καταληπτῆρας μῆκος τετράποδας, πλάτος πενθημι- 


The simianities unfortunately are not so remarkable as to prove anything; but it does at least make more 
sense to assume that the two documents may be close in date than that the present document borrowed 
phrases from Specifications written ca. sixty-seven years earlier. As it happens, /G II? 1666 was probably 
buried n a pit soon after completion of the foundations of the Prostoon,!® so that if one assumes copying in 
the 280`s, the Eleusinian officials then presumably did not copy from the inscription but rather from the 
original document in the archives. But deliberate imitation of a document which was composed over sixty 


years earlier and evidently rendered null and void soon after its publication — its specifications were never 
completely carried out — is hard to believe. 


With regard to orthograph 
in the 350’s than in the 
example of O for OY o 


y, the use of O for OY in πεντεπαλάστος (line 13) would be more appropriate 
280’s. L. Threatte found the use of O for OY very rare after 325, and observed: “No 
~ ¥ on a stone text of the third century is very convincing.”"” 

The next question is the prosopography of the contractors and guarantors. In Lattermann’s day the only 
known relative of Antimachos, son of Neokleides, of Kephisia (line 17) was the Neokleides of Kephisia who 
is listed as a contractor in an account of the year 329/8 (IG II’ 1672.51, 53, 54, 78). It is interesting that 
Neokleides in 329/8 was engaged in laying foundations of walls and supplying stone for them, essentially the 
same work as Antimachos according to the present contract. Lattermann assumed that Antimachos (in the 
25075) would be the son of the Neokleides in the account of 329/8. This is certainly possible, but it is just as 
easy, or even a bit easier, to assume that an Antimachos of the 350’s was the father of the Neokleides of 
329/8 (PA 10634). 

The prosopography of the contractor. jue! dwtyg Κράτ]ης Παμφίλου Λε[υκονοι]εύς (lines 21-22), does 
not permit a conclusive date. '® [K rate. sy) of Pamphilos, of Leukonoion is known from a dedication UG Ir 
4674), now missing, which is dated by ες er UG H 1568) “at the beginning of the third century,” but only 
on the basis of the letter style, and the i tyle of a dedication is a notoriously unreliable way of dating. 
Although we cannot draw confident conclusions about the prosopography of the contractor, a date in the 
middle of the fourth century is certainly possible. 

The contractor in line 63 is probably Agas[ikles] of Halai. Sphintharos, son of Agasikles, of Halai is 
attested on a dedication to Athena dated by Kirchner “after the middle of the fourth century” (IG II” 4332), 
and Phanostrate, daughter of Agasikles appears on a grave inscription dated tentatively by Kirchner to the 
fourth century (IG II’ 5521). Kallikles of Halai in line 64 may be the Kallikles who appears with his wife and 
daughter on a tombstone (IG II’ 5492) dated by Kirchner to the middle of the fourth century. 

On the whole a date in the middle of the fourth century tends to fit the available prosopographical data 
a bit better than a date in the 28075, although prosopographical analysis does not allow us to exclude a date in 
the 280’s. 

In view of the implausibili 
hinders — indeed, much favor : 
Diotimos, 354/3. This is given additional support by ΙΟ | 


ty of a contract such as this occurring in the late 280’s and the fact that nothing 
5 — a date in the 350’s, the document must belong to the year of the earlier 
[2 1683, which has always been connected with the 
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Sior ο ο ο ' PA sist ia D. Philios, Prakt 1884, 64 n. 2, pl. E (= Noack [supra η. 2] pl. 3, 
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~ 9 M Clinton, in R. Hägg an . akg . ses of the fi ati the stoa. 
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ΔΡ ‘oan ΜΕΝ -259. - E ή ίλου. as 
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΄ Goie noastra sinc t likely restoration of the nam t apomabas t to keep the 
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Epikrates, son of Pamphilos: ΣΤΟΙΧ. (lines 1-6) 
να μα αν ΕΕ, ον OA oT ane ] 
kare κο ας AE ] 
Ee aa dealer cheese Treats tate ] 
τμ πμ όρη μμ ἀπο]- 
[..]ιν ἀποδοκιμάσ[αι----- μενα rane ayer πον ] 

5 [δ]οῦναι ἐν τῶι ἐνι[αυτῶι τῶι ἐπὶ--------- x r VENTATA 
Second Text ἄρχοντος [[καὶ nol- [ τ ον Μύρο τοσο ύρα να ας ] 
τω Ἀρεσίο Πειραιᾶ el [«*=** seer σσ 5 
Second Text lahat E E EA Επικρά]- 


δι ὅτι ἐγγεγρ[[α]]μμέ[νον ὀστί 
της Κράτητος Λευκο[νοιεὺς 


10 [...6...] AL. ἄρ]χοντο[ς-------------------------- ] 
Eig μι ώμο ου 3: 
Restorations 


Skias. 4 Clinton 8 Lattermann. 
Epigraphical Comzsentary 


Lines 1—6 are written stoichedon, the rest are not. 

In addition to the erasures indicated in the text, s<: 3-11 seem to be entirely written in an 
erasure. It looks as if this whole section of the stone was erased. 

Line 8: Kirchner’s spelling, ἐγγεγραμέ[νον], is a mistake. 

Line 10: The first letter visible consists of the upper two legs of a triangle: alpha, delta, or (most 
likely) lambda. 


This is an unknown type of document but seems to relate to the performance of a contract in a specific year 
(lines 4-5, 9-10), In line 10 the propenultimate letter of the archon’s name must be alpha, delta, or lambda. 
most likely lambda. In the list of archons compiled by Benjamin Meritt, the first archon in the third century 
to meet this criterion is Euboulos, of the year 274/3, then Lysitheides, of 272/1, then Philippides, of 26948." 
On the other hand, such an archon occurs quite close in date to 354/3: Theellos, of the year 351/0. All things 
considered, these two documents ought to belong to the 25036. y 

Thus, in addition to the other arguments given at the beginning of our discussion against the validity οἱ 


using IG ΠΡ 1682 and 657 for the absence of the Macedonian garrison at Eleusis, the use of 1682 is also rul 
out by its date, 3 


The modern belief in the liberation of Eleusis σα, 284 has hindere 
concerning Demochares that is reported in Pseudo-Plutarch’s Lives 
f), where it recounts Demochares’ specific achievements;:?! 


d a possibly better reading of the τ 
of the Ten Orators ([Plut.], X orat- 55 


"ὑομένῳ: οἰκ À Sy καὶ viv ὅπλων 
καὶ Pein καὶ μηχυνημάτων, καὶ ὁ VO" οἰκοδομὴν τειχῶν καὶ παρασκευὴν ὅπλων 
rp ta e 14 1 KOAL θχυρωσαμένῳ τὴν πόλιν ἐπὶ τοῦ τετραετοῦς πολέμου. καὶ 
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συσηήληντι τὴν διοίκησιν πρώτῳ καὶ pg ῃ i κλέους ἄρχοντος ὑπὸ τοῦ Nu ti 
Λυσίμσχον καὶ λαβόντι τῷ δήμῳ τριά Ῥοισαμένῳ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων καὶ πρεσβεύσαντι πρὸς 

; f | () τριάκοντα τάλα 9 / ἘΝ r 4 : λος N 
γρόψυντι πρεσβείυν πρὸς Πτολεμαῖον εἷς Αἴγι ήν μη tes καὶ πάλιν ἕτερα ἑκατόν ἐν 
τό] ἐν Α΄ a A πτον, καθ᾽ ἣν ἐκπλεύ ς πεντήκοντ 
ῥκόμισαν ἵά)ανια ὀργυρίου τῷ δήμῳ’ καὶ πρὸς Ἀντί \v ἐκπλούσαντες πο AKO ο 
noon τόλυντη ἠργυρίου καὶ ᾿Ἑλρυσῖν, POS Ἀντίπατρον πρεσβεύσαντι καὶ λαβόν 
(όν δῆμον καὶ πρόξαντι, καὶ ι “να Κομισαμένῳ τῷ δήμῳ καὶ ταῦτα πείσαντι ἑλέσθαι 

ý ον KAL φυγόντι μὸν ὑπὸρ Brickanet. ner ee 
αργίας οὐδὲ, ἠρχὴν οὐδεμίαν ἠρχότι : $ jan δημοκρατίας, μετεσχηκότι δὲ οὐδεμιᾶς 
αταλελυκότος τοῦ δήμου: κτλ. 
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“Λα was pointed out to me by John Morgan (per litt.) 


Macedonians at Eleusis in the early third century 5] 


The decree, in recounting specific events, follows a chronological order: the Four-Year War (307-304), 
Demochares’ exile in 303, his retum in 286/5, his embassy to Lysimachos, who died in 281. Then comes 
Demochares” mission to Antipater. The decree states that Demochares went on an embassy to Antipater and 
“received twenty talents of silver and recovered Eleusis for the Demos.” So this Antipater should be 
Antipater Etesias, who reigned briefly in the summer of 279. It is, however, a bit hard to imagine that 4 man 
who was king for only as long as the etesian winds were blowing was able to give Demochares twenty 
talents and retum Eleusis to Athens. W. S. Ferguson remarked: “A man struggling against forcign invaders 
like the Celts, or against a rival like Antigonos does not have money to throw away in that fashion. it is 
different if Antipater, Cassander’s son, the protegé of Lysimachos and heir-apparent to the Macedonian 
throne, is meant.“ But Cassander’s son was killed by Lysimachos not long after 288. In 1905 Ferguson 
assumed that Diokles’ archonship, when Demochares returned, was in 289/8, and so had no trouble with this 


Se an inception a mding which is now the earliest building at Eleusis in the fourth century that is attested 
by an inscription. Although the building has not yet been identified with certainty” the new date of this 
document, /G IT” 1682, namely the year 354/3, confirms that the period 370-350 was one of active building 
δα i Ssacteary and considerable cxpansion. This is the same period in which a lengthy law couceming the 

y sanctuary appeared. of its regulations probably represent a response to the 
increased popularity of the Mysteries and the great influx of initiates from all over the Greek world at this 


There is no reason to believe that the Macedonian occupation of the fortress at Eleusis in the third 
violated the Panhellenic respect for the Mysteries as reflected in the history of the cult in the fourth century. 


= Habicht, Athens (supra n. 1) 129, iaasistes Ἰομοσμάτά Eleasis for the people by persuading the Asscmbly to capture jt and 
dep at att, This tramsation however, is problematic. The phrase ταῦτα είπανε i separated Ώρας Ge reeset 


. pan, be eliminated because he was Cassander's son and therefore unlikely on that account. That the Antipemes cree ο ο 
5 Antipater Etesias is also suggested by J. H. Kroll, this volume. 

ideation (Opra n. 5) argued in favor of the hypothesis that the structure in the first contract of this document (lines 2-18) is to 
be identified with the southern arm of the foundation K 16, and that the other contracts of this document concemed the entire 


> on in addition other considerations, outlined in my commentary to Z. Eleusis 141, which militate against this hypothesis. 
zı Clinton, Hesperia 49, 1980, 258-288 (= SEG 30.61). A. G. Woodhead. Agora, XVI: Inscriptions: The Decrees (1997) no. 56. 
m 4 H. Kroll, 444 96, 1992, 355-356; id., Agora XXVI: The Greek Coins (1993) 27-48: id., this volume. 
> κα tcussion of this, sce Clinton, in W. D. E. Coulson, O. Palagia. T. L. Shear, Jr. H. A. Shapuo, F. J. Frost (eds). The 
¢ "Macolongy ον and Attica under the Democracy. Proceedings an International Conference Held at the American Scheo! ο 
Wished Studies at Athens. December 4-6 1992 (1994) 161-172. 


